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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office action is in response to tine amendment filed 7 August 2009. Claims 
16-32 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 7 August 2009 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

On page 8 the applicant argues that claim 16 does not explicitly mention a 
representation of both the image and the indication of the image defects in a single 
combined image, however, that the claim reciting "an image displayed on a matrix 
display device... modulating the operation of said matrix display device so as to 
emphasize or warn for the presence of said defective cells on the actual display of said 
image" means that this is done in a "single combined image." The Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. The Applicant is confusing their invention with the claim 
language and the "single combined image" limitation cannot be read into the claims 
without the limitation being added to the claims. As of right now, Ohara et al. disclose 
an image displayed (Figure 14(A) "before correction") and marking/modulating the 
display to show the defects (Figure 14(A)"image defect") on the actual display of the 
image (Figure 14(A)), so the reference teaches the above mentioned claim limitations. 
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On pages 9-12 the Applicant argues the rejection of claim 16. Specifically the 
Applicant is arguing that Aida discloses of finding defective pixels on a matrix display 
but none of the rest of the claim, and that Ohara does not display avoiding 
misinterpretation of an image displayed on a matrix display. While it is true that Ohara 
does not teach a "matrix display," Ohara is not used to teach this feature, Aida is used 
to teach the defective cells of the matrix display and thus in combination, Aida and 
Ohara disclose avoiding misinterpretation of an image displayed on a matrix display. If 
Ohara discloses the matrix display aspect, then Ohara would have been used alone in a 
35 use §102 rejection. Further, on pages 11 and 12 the Applicant argues that the 
combination would not have been obvious because in the combination a doctor would 
need at least two different images for grasping the position of the defective cells and 
deriving the information concerning the position of the defective pixels from two different 
images would also lead to inaccuracies regarding the determination of these positions. 
The Examiner respectfully disagrees. The Applicant has not adequately proved that this 
combination will lead to inaccuracies regarding the determination of these positions. 
Arguments and conclusions drawn by the Applicant cannot take the place of facts, and 
no factual evidence has been provided to prove that this combination is not obvious. 
The Examiner maintains that the idea of making marking shown in Figures 13 and 14(A) 
of Ohara combined with the defective cell device taught by Aida would have been 
obvious such that not only image defects but also display defects could be marked and 
realized by the doctor interpreting the image. 
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On pages 12-17 the Applicant argues the remaining claims similarly as argued 
above for claim 16, and for the same reasons the rejection is maintained. Further, with 
respect to the "copy" argument made by the Applicant with respect to claim 23, Aida 
teaches adapting the image content in a copy of the image, where Aida disclose an all 
bright image since all of the LEDs are turned on to be tested, thus if the LEDs are on 
then there is an "image" since what is meant by "image" is not defined in the claims. An 
all white display is still an image. Further, Figure 14(A) of Ohara for example, shows on 
the left hand side an image taken by the camera with an adaptation made to signify the 
defective pixels, i.e. a copy of the image taken by the camera with adapted content, and 
since a combination of the references is used to teach the claimed limitations, then 
Ohara in combination with Aida will show the image on the matrix display and then the 
monitor will display the image with the adapted content to show the defects. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or deschbed as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

5. Claims 16-19, 22-28 and 31-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Aida (JP 59-126967) in viewof Ohara et al. (US 6,529,618). 

Regarding claim 16, Aida discloses a method comprising: 
obtaining information on the presence and the location of defective pixels in the 
display (Figure 3 and page 5, lines 19-22 explain that measurements are taken of the 
pixels, and page 5, lines 22 to page 6, line 5 explain that the measurements are 
compared to determine if there is a defect or not and then the results are stored in a 
storage section 4. The storage section also receives the coordinate information from 
the x-sequence control 8 and the y-sequence control 9, i.e. location of the pixel.), and 
on the basis of this information, 

emphasize or warn for the presence of pixels corresponding to said defective 
cells (Figure 3 shows display section 14. Page 7, lines 3-5 explain that the judgment 
results are displayed on the display section 14 at the position that corresponds to the 
pixel measured at that time. Thus an image of the LED matrix is made on the monitor 
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at the location of the defective pixels will be made so as to warn and indicate these 
defects to a user.). 

Aida fail to teach that the method is for avoiding misinterpretation of an image 
displayed on a matrix display due to defective cells in the matrix display, where on the 
basis of the information, modulating the operation of said matrix display when displaying 
said image on said matrix display device and adapting in this way the image content of 
the pixels of said image, corresponding to said defective cells or corresponding to pixels 
in the neighborhood of said defective cells so as to emphasize or warn for the presence 
of said defective cells on the actual display of said image. 

Ohara et al. disclose a method for avoiding misinterpretation of an image 
displayed on a display due to defects, whereby the image comprises a plurality of 
pixels, the method comprising: 

obtaining information on the presence and the location of the defects (Column 
17, lines 33-40 and 57-64 explain that the location of the defects are obtained), and on 
the basis of this information, 

modulating the operation of said display when displaying said image on said 
display and adapting in this way the image content of the pixels of said image, 
corresponding to said defects or corresponding pixels in the neighborhood of said 
defects so as to emphasize or warn for the presence of said defects on the actual 
display of said image (Figure 13 and 14 and column 19, lines 12-19 explain that the 
matrix display operation is changed to mark the display, i.e. emphasize/warn, for the 
presence of the defects.). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use the image misinterpretation method taught by 
Ohara et al. on a matrix display panel having defective pixels as taught by Aida in order 
to allow for medical doctors to read the photograph grasping the positions of the 
defective cells such that the misinterpretation of the medical image can be avoided 
(Ohara et al., column 21, lines 21-26). 

Regarding claim 17, Aida and Ohara et al. disclose a method according to claim 

16. 

Ohara et al. also disclose wherein the information is obtained from data 
previously stored in a memory device (Figure 1 shows the defect information memory 
section 26). 

Regarding claim 18, Aida and Ohara et al. disclose a method according to claim 

17. 

Ohara et al. also disclose the method comprising, while displaying the image on 

the display device, supplying information on defects to a user, based on the stored data 
(Figures 14A and 14B show that information about the defective cells is displayed while 
the image is displayed on the matrix display device.). 

Regarding claim 19, Aida and Ohara et al. disclose a method according to claim 

16. 
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Ohara et al. also disclose wherein, emphasizing or warning for the presence of at 
least one defect comprises visually marking the at least one defect on said matrix 
display device (Figures 13, 14A and 14B each show that the defective cells are visually 
marked to emphasize/warn for their presence.). 

Regarding claim 22, Aida and Ohara et al. disclose a method according to claim 

16. 

Aida also discloses wherein the information on the presence of defective pixels is 
obtained by means of an image capturing device (Figure 2 shows optical sensor Op.). 

Regarding claim 23, please refer to the rejection of claim 16, and furthermore 
Ohara et al. also disclose of a method for avoiding misinterpretation of a copy of an 
image displayed on a display device due to defects, whereby the copy of the image 
comprises a plurality of pixels (Figure 13, 14A and 14B) comprising adapting in said 
copy of said image, the image content of the pixels corresponding to said defects so as 
to emphasize or warn for the presence of pixels corresponding to said defects (Figure 
13, 14A and 14B all show the copy of the image taken that is displayed on the display 
device with the defects emphasized/warned for by using visual marking so as to avoid 
misinterpretation of the copy of the image taken.). 

Furthermore, as also discussed in the rejection of claim 16, Aida also discloses 
of adapting the image content of the defective cells or of cells in the neighborhood of the 
defective cells so as to emphasize or warn for the presence in the copy od said image 
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of pixels corresponding to said defective cells (Figure 3 shows display section 14. Page 
7, lines 3-5 explain that the judgment results are displayed on the display section 14 at 
the position that corresponds to the pixel measured at that time. This means that in a 
copy of an image of the LED matrix display the location of the defective pixels will be 
made so as to warn the user about the defects.). 

Regarding claim 24, Aida and Ohara et al. disclose the method according to 
claim 23. 

Aida also discloses wherein, the copy is a hard copy or an electronic copy 
(Figure 3 shows that the "copy" is displayed on the display section 14, meaning that it is 
an electronic copy.). 

Regarding claim 25, this claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 16. 
Regarding claim 26, this claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 17. 
Regarding claim 27, this claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 18. 
Regarding claim 28, this claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 19. 



Regarding claim 31, this claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 23. 
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Regarding claim 32, this claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 16. 

6. Claims 20-21 and 29-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Aida (JP 59-126967) in viewof Ohara et al. (US 6,529,618) and 
further in view of Johnson et al. (US 2004/0164939). 

Regarding claim 20, Aida and Ohara et al. disclose a method according to claim 

16. 

Aida and Ohara et al. fail to teach that that the method further comprises showing 
the displayed image so that defective pixels are not located in a region of interest. 

Johnson et al. disclose a method comprising showing a displayed image so that 
defective pixels are not located in a region of interest (Paragraph [0027] explains that if 
only part of the image is active that the active part avoids the weak diode, i.e. the image 
is shifted out of the region where the defect is.). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made to show the displayed image so that the defective pixels 
would not be located in a region of interest as taught by Johnson et al. with the method 
taught by the combination of Aida and Ohara et al. in order to allow for the proper 
viewing of the image without any defects in the image being viewable. 

Regarding claim 21, Aida and Ohara et al. disclose a method according to claim 

16. 
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Aida and Ohara et al. fail to teach that that the method further comprises shifting 
the displayed image so that a defective pixel is located in a flat image area. 

Johnson et al. disclose a method comprising shifting a displayed image so that a 
defective pixel is located in a flat image area (Paragraph [0027] explains that if only part 

of the image is active that the active part avoids the weak diode, i.e. the image is shifted 
out of the region where the defect is, and since the display is flat, this will be a flat 
image area.). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art at the 
time the invention was made to shift the displayed image so that the defective pixels 
would be located in a flat image area as taught by Johnson et al. with the method taught 
by the combination of Aida and Ohara et al. in order to allow for the proper viewing of 
the image without any defects in the image being viewable. 

Regarding claim 29, this claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 20. 

Regarding claim 30, this claim is rejected under the same rationale as claim 21 . 

Conclusion 



7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
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§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to STEPHEN G. SHERMAN whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-2941 . The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8:00 a.m. - 4:30 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Amr Awad can be reached on (571 ) 272-7764. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Stephen G Sherman/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2629 

/Amr Awad/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2629 



18 September 2009 



